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'One more example. Jacob gives the following calculation for
the year 1815. Owing to the previous adjustment of several items
it is very imperfect; nevertheless for our purpose it is sufficient.
In it he assumes the price of wheat to be 8s. a quarter, and the
average yield per acre to be 22 bushels.
Value Produced Per Acre
£ s.  d.       __         _	£ s.   d.
Seed .. ..190
Manure .. .. 2 10 o
Wages .. .. 3 10 o
Tithes,    Rates,    and
Taxes .. ..	i I o
Rent		i 8 o
Farmer's Profit and
Interest    ..        ..	120
Total        ..790
Total    ..        ..	3 **   o
'Assuming that the price of the product is the same as its
value, we here find the surplus-value distributed under the
various heads of profit, interest, rent, &c. We have nothing to do
with these in detail; we simply add them together, and the sum
is a surplus-value of £3 us. od. The sum of £3 195. odL, paid for
seed and manure, is constant capital, and we put it equal to zero.
There is left the sum of £3 los. odL, which is the variable capital
advanced: and we see that a new value of £3 los. od.+£3 us. od.
has been produced in its place. Therefore  - = s3_iI£iJ? • giving a
*	v    £3 los. od.
rate of surplus-value of more than 100%. The labourer employs
more Than one-half of his working day in producing the surplus-
value, which different persons, under different pretexts, share
amongst themselves.*
In this illustration, s means surplus-value, and v means variable
capital, i.e. wages. It will be seen that Marx includes in surplus-
value the whole of what the farmer makes, and the whole of the
rates and taxes. It is therefore implied in the calculation (a) that
the farmer does no work, (b) that the rates and taxes are wholly
handed over to the idle rich. Marx would not, of course, make
either of these assumptions in explicit terms, but they are implicit
in his figures, both in this case and in every analogous illustration.
In 1815, the year to which the above example applies, the rates
were mainly expended in wages, under the old Poor Law. The
taxes, it is true, went chiefly to the fund-holders, but of the

